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This communication is in response to the Office Action mailed on November 13, 
2006 (the Office Action). Pending claims 1-9 and 66-71 are rejected for statutory double 
patenting. The Applicant submits that a clear legal error has been committed in rejecting 
claims 1-9 and 66-71 for statutory double patenting. 



A> The Pending Claims 

Claims 1-9 and 66-71 are pending. Claim 1 is the only independent claim pending in 
the current application. Claim 1 specifies an electric storage battery. The battery includes an 
electrode assembly in the interior volume of a case. In addition to other limitations, the 
electrode assembly includes an elongate pin and an elongate mandrel fitted around the pin. 

Claim 67 is also at issue in the current application. Claim 67 specifies that "the 
mandrel includes a tube." Since claim 67 depends from claim 1, claim 67 specifies that "the 
mandrel includes a tube" and is "fitted around the pin." 

Claim 68 is also at issue in the current application. Claim 68 depends fi-om claim 67 
which specifies that "the mandrel includes a tube." Claim 68 then specifies that *the pin is 
positioned in an interior of the tube." Since claim 68 indirectly depends fi-om claim 1, claim 
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68 specifies that the mandrel "includes a tube" and is "fitted around the pin" with "the pin 
positioned in (the) interior of the tube". 

Reiection of Claims Under 35 USC SlOl 

Claims 1-9 and 66-71 stand rejected under 35 USC §101 for double patenting in view 
of U.S. Patent No. 6,670,071 B2 (Skinlo). This rejection is for statutory double patenting as 
opposed to nonstatutory double patenting. Accordingly, this rejection requires that the 
claims are to the same invention. 

CLAIMS 1-9 AND 69-71 

Skinlo has only one Independent Claim which specifies a "mandrel closely fitted 
around said pin for mechanically reinforcing said pin" (emphasis added). In contrast, 
Claims 1-9 and 69-71 of this application requires a mandrel "fitted around the pin" but do not 
specify that the mandrel is for mechanically reinforcing the pin. Since the statutory double 
patenting rejection requires that the conflicting claims are for the same invention, the Office 
Action argument that claims 1-9 and 69-71 of the current application claims the same 
invention of Skinlo is a statement that any mandrel "fitted around a pin" is necessarily "for 
mechanically reinforcing said pin" as required by claim 1 of Skinlo. As a result, the Office 
Action is asserting that any possible mandrel "fitted arovind a pin" falls within the scope of 
the Skinlo claim language of a "mandrel closely fitted around said pin for mechanically 
reinforcing said pin." 

Since Skinlo includes limitations that are not present in the claims of the current 
Application, claims 1-9 and 69-71 of the current application each have a different scope than 
each of the claims in Skinlo and the rejection of claims 1-9 and 69-71 for statutory 
double-patenting should be withdrawn. 

CLAIM 66 

Claim 66 of the current application specifies that a crimp connects the mandrel to the 
pin. None of the Skinlo claims includes this limitation. However, claim 8 of Skinlo does 
specify that "said mandrel is welded to said pin." In order to retain the double patenting 
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rejection of claim 66, the Office Action states 'the weld that connects the mandrel to the pin 
is considered as a crimp that connects the mandrel to the pin." 

As set forth in MPEP 2111, claim terms cannot be given an interpretation that is 
inconsistent with the specification. Interpreting a weld to be the same as a crimp contradicts 
the current specification. Note that the first 3 lines on page 3 of the current application 
include the following language: 

The mandrel 48, pin 12, and substrate 32 are then preferably welded 

together, such as by resistance spot welding or by ultrasonic welding. 

Alternatively, the mandrel 48 may be crimped onto the pin 12. . . . 
The specification's use of the term "alternatively" teaches that crimping is an altemative to 
welding. Hence, the specification teaches that a weld and a crimp are not the same but are 
alternatives. Since the specification teaches that a crimp is different fi-om a weld, the 
interpretation relied upon in support of this rejection contradicts the specification and is not 
proper. 

Since claim 66 includes limitations that are not present in the claims of the Skinlo 
Application, claim 66 of the current application has a different scope than each of the claims 
in Skinlo and the rejection of claim 66 for statutory double-patenting should be withdrawn. 

CLAIM 67 

The Office Action also cites claim 67 in responding to Applicant's arguments. As a 
result, the Office Action appears to indicate that claim 67 conflicts with the claims of Skinlo. 
As noted above, Claim 67 specifies that "the mandrel includes a tube" and is "fitted around 
the pin." However, claim 67 does not specify that the mandrel is for mechanically 
reinforcing the pin as required by claim 1 of Skinlo. Since a statutory double patenting 
rejection requires that the conflicting claims are for the same invention, the Office Action 
argument that claim 67 of the current appUcation claims the same invention as Skinlo is a 
statement that any mandrel that "includes a tube" and is "fitted around a pin" is necessarily 
"for mechanically reinforcing said pin" as required by claim 1 of Skinlo. As a result, the 
Office Action is asserting that any possible mandrel that "includes a tube" and is "fitted 
around a pin" falls within the scope of the Skinlo claim language of a "mandrel closely fitted 
around said pin for mechanically reinforcing said pin." 
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Since Skinlo includes limitations that are not present in the claim 67 of the current 
application, claim 67 of the current application has a different scope than each of the claims 
in Skinlo and the rejection of claim 67 for statutory double-patenting should be withdrawn. 

CLAIM 68 

The Office Action also cites claim 68 in responding to Applicant's arguments. As a 
result, the Office Action appears to indicate that claim 68 conflicts with the claims of Skinlo. 
As noted above, Claim 68 specifies that the mandrel "includes a tube" and is "fitted around 
the pin" with "the pin positioned in (the) interior of the tube." However, claim 68 does not 
specify that the mandrel is for mechanically reinforcing the pin as required by claim 1 of 
Skinlo. Since a statutory double patenting rejection requires that the conflicting claims are 
for the same invention, the Office Action argument that claim 68 of the current appUcation 
claims the same invention as Skinlo is a statement that any mandrel that "includes a tube" 
and is "fitted around a pin" with "the pin positioned in (the) interior of the tube" is 
necessarily a mandrel "for mechanically reinforcing said pin" as required by claim 1 of 
Skinlo. As a result, the Office Action is asserting that that any possible mandrel that 
"includes a tube" and is "fitted around a pin" with "the pin positioned in (the) interior of the 
tube" falls within the scope of the Skinlo claim language of a "mandrel closely fitted around 
said pin for mechanically reinforcing said pin." 

Since Skinlo includes limitations that are not present in the claim 68 of the current 
application, claim 68 of the current application has a different scope than each of the claims 
in Skinlo and the rejection of claim 68 for statutory double-patenting should be withdrawn. 



4 



Conclusion 

The Applicant respectfully submits that legal error has been made by rejecting the 
pending claims for statutory double-patenting. For these reasons, allowance of claims 1-9, 
66-71 is respectfully requested. 
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